The relative efficiency of the Waring blender, the Stomacher 400, and the Stomacher 3500 for preparing food samples for microbiological analysis was studied. Comparative aerobic plate count (APC) values were determined on 671 samples, representing 30 categories of foods. Of the 26 categories of nonfatty foods, the blender gave significantly higher geometric mean APC values than those given by the Stomacher 400 and the Stomacher 3500 in 65 and 69% of the categories, respectively. In a comparison of the two stomacher models, the Stomacher 400 gave significantly higher geometric mean APC values than those given by the Stomacher 3500 in 73% of the food categories. Addition of Tween 80 to four categories of fatty foods at concentrations of 0.5, 1.0, and 2.0% did not raise the APC values given by either model of stomacher to the levels given by the Waring blender. Overall, the efficiency of both models of stomacher, relative to the blender and to each other, was specific and depended upon the particular food being analyzed.
The concept of stomaching as a means of sample preparation is relatively new, having been introduced by Sharpe and Jackson in 1972 (10) . Stomaching was offered as a useful alternative to blending in preparing food samples for microbiological analysis. The design, operating principles, and advantages of the stomacher have been detailed by those authors and are not discussed here.
Three sizes of stomacher are commercially available (A. J. Seward and Co. Ltd., London, England) for handling sample volumes of 8 to 80 ml (Stomacher 80), 40 to 400 ml (Stomacher 400), and 300 to 3,000 ml (Stomacher 3500). The Stomacher 80, which is used in the microbiological analysis of cosmetic creams (3) and clinical specimens (7) , would not be suitable for handling the larger sample sizes required in the microbiological examination of foods.
After the introduction of the stomaching concept, a number of papers evaluating the stomacher appeared in the foreign literature. Tuttlebee (11) reported that the Stomacher 400 gave significantly higher aerobic plate count (APC) values than those given by homogenization with the Ato-mix blender or with a mortar and pestle in a majority of 89 samples comprising five food categories. Baumgart (4) compared total counts in 10 categories of meats prepared by the Stomacher 400 and the Ultra-Turrax homogenizer and found no significant differences. Kihlberg (6) reported comparable plate counts in minced meat, veal brawn, and frozen fish fillets prepared by the Stomacher 400 and the Ultra-Turrax homogenizer.
Since the Waring blender is the type of homogenizer probably most widely used in this country for preparing foods for microbiological analysis, any evaluation of the stomacher should include a high-speed blender as the standard method of homogenization. Numbers 
